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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment was received on May 1 5, 2006. 

2. Claims 21-34 remain cancelled and claims 35-40 are newly added. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments, see Remarks (pages 7-8), filed on May 15, 2006, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-20 have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has 
been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of 
Owechko et al. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-5, 7-10, 12-15, 17-18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Huang et al. (hereinafter, "Huang") (US 5,953,055) in view of Owechko et al. (hereinafter, 
"Owechko") US 6,801,662 Bl. 

With regard to claim 1 Huang discloses a queuing management system for managing a queue cf 
waiting vessels or persons having a pass-through point (col. 2 lines 37-53) comprising: a camera system 
configured to generate one or more images of the queue and sequential images of the pass-through point 
(camera system 1 10 and video processor 140, col. 2 lines 54-68, col. 3 lines 32-40); and an image 
processing system configured to calculate information indicative of the anticipated delay in the queue 
based on the images from the camera system (Huang identifies the location of the zone in the queue col. 4 
lines 6-21 and images of the queue are divided into the zone col. 4 line 65 and col. 7 line 4. After which 
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the background of the image is analyzed and system outputs the number of person in the queue and 
amount of time as seen in Table 3 on col. 13. The amount of time it takes person to go thru the queue is 
determined as well as number of people waiting in the queue to determine the delay, col. 13 lines 24-68). 
Huang does not expressly disclose determining density of edges in at least one of the images. Owechko 
discloses this at col. 8 lines 50-59, col. 9 lines 13-30. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of Owechko with Huang. The 
motivation for doing so is to derive occupant features from the edge map novel and simple way. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Owechko with Huang to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 1 . 

With regard to claim 2 Huang discloses calculating rate at which vessels pass through the pass- 
through point based on the images (Huang calculates the number of people in the time as well as the 
waiting time. Rate is a ratio of these two elements. Col. 5 line 64 to col. 6 lines 1-14; Col. 13 lines 24- 
32). 

With regard to claim 3 Huang discloses calculating number of vessels in the queue based on the 
images at Col. 5 line 64 to col. 6 lines 1-14; Col. 13 lines 24-32. 

With regard to claim 4 Huang discloses the image processing system configured to calculate the 
number of vessels or person in the queue (Col. 5 line 64 to col. 6 lines 1-4) by determining the length of 
the queue based on the images (col. 6 lines 5-18) and by dividing this length by a number representative 
of the anticipated average length of the portion of the queue occupied by each vessel or person (dividing 
these two elements to obtain the waiting time and/or delay at col. 13 lines 24-68). 

With regard to claim 5 Huang discloses the image processing system configured to also calculate 
the delay in the queue by dividing the number of vessels or persons in the queue by the rate at which 
vessels or persons pass through the pass-through point person (dividing the number of people in the queue 
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by the rate (dividing number of people waiting in the line by the waiting time) and/or delay at col. 13 
lines 24-68). 

Claim 7 recites identical features as claim 1. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above for 
claim 1 is equally applicable to claim 7. 

Claim 8 recites identical features as claim 1. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above for 
claim 1 is equally applicable to claim 8. Please note the limitation of rate disclosed above in claims 2 and 
4-5. 

Claim 9 recites identical features as claim 3. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above for 
claim 3 is equally applicable to claim 9. 

Claim 10 recites identical features as claim 4. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 4 is equally applicable to claim 10. 

Claim 12 recites identical features as claim 1. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 1 is equally applicable to claim 12. Please note that sequential images of the passageway are 
generated by the video processor 140 (one or more video cameras 1 10) at col. 2 lines 40-48 and col. 4 
lines 39-47. 

Claim 13 recites identical features as claim 12. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 12 is equally applicable to claim 13. Please note that sequential images of the passageway are 
generated by the video processor 140 (one or more video cameras 1 10) at col. 2 lines 40-48 and col. 4 
lines 39-47. 

Claim 14 recites identical features as claim 4. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 4 is equally applicable to claim 14. 

With regard to Claim 15 Huang discloses the image processing system configured to determine 
the length of the queue by determining where in at least one of the images the density of edges falls below 
a threshold (col. 3 lines 59 to col. 4 lines 1-5). 
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Claim 17 recites identical features as claim 1 . Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 1 is equally applicable to claim 17. 

Claim 18 recites identical features as claim 1 . Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 1 is equally applicable to claim 18. 

Claim 20 recites identical features as claim 1 . Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 1 is equally applicable to claim 20. Please note that at col. 13 lines 29-3 1 and as seen in Table 1 
at "count" field, number of vessels is being counted. 

6. Claims 6, 1 1, 16 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Huang et 
al. (hereinafter, "Huang") (US 5,953,055) in view of Owechko et al. (hereinafter, "Owechko") US 
6,801,662 Bl as applied to claims 1-5, 7-10, 12-15, 17-18 and 20 above, and further in view of Haynes et 
al. (hereinafter, "Haynes") (US 6,816,085). 

With regard to claim 6 Huang (modified by Owechko) discloses calculating information 
indicative of the anticipated delay of persons and/or "other objects" based on the images (col. 2 lines 50- 
54) as disclosed above in claim 1 and the arguments are not repeated herein, but are incorporated by 
reference. Huang does not expressly disclose vehicles as the object in the queue. Haynes discloses 
vehicles in the queue for management of the parking lot at col. 4 lines 5-64; col. 13 lines 20-35 and col. 
20 lines 22-26. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine the teaching of Haynes with Huang and Owechko. The motivation for doing so is to 
count number of vehicle (in Haynes) instead of persons (in Huang) and processing that information for 
anticipated delay. Note, Haynes also counts the number of empty space in the parking lot as well as 
number of persons in each line at checkout. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Haynes 
with Huang and Owechko to obtain the invention as specified in claim 6. 
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Claim 11 recites identical features as claim 2. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 2 is equally applicable to claim 1 1 . Please note that at the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to obtain the rate at which vehicles pass thru the 
passageway instead of persons. The motivation for doing so is to count number of vehicle (in Haynes) 
instead of persons (in Huang) and processing that information for anticipated delay. Note, Haynes also 
counts the number of empty space in the parking lot as well as number of persons in each line at 
checkout. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Haynes with Huang to obtain the invention 
as specified in claim 11. 

Claim 16 recites identical features as claim 6. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 6 is equally applicable to claim 16. 

Claim 19 recites identical features as claim 1 1 . Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 1 1 is equally applicable to claim 19. In order to obtain the rate, number of vehicles would need 
to be obtained beforehand. 

7. Claims 35-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Huang et al. 
(hereinafter, "Huang") (US 5,953,055) in view of Owechko et al. (hereinafter, "Owechko") US 6,801,662 
Bl as applied to claims 1-5, 7-10, 12-15, 17-18 and 20 above, and further in view of Norimatsu (US 
6,697,537). 

With regard to claim 35 Huang (modified by Owechko) discloses image processing system as 
disclosed above in claim 1 and the arguments are not repeated herein, but are incorporated by reference. 
Huang does not expressly disclose detecting presence or absence of a color from the images of the pass- 
through point. Norimatsu discloses this at col. 1 1 lines 9-1 1 and 27-35. At the time of the invention, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of Haynes with 
Owechko and Norimatsu. The motivation for doing so is to determine the color in order to determine the 
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edge portion extraction as suggested by Norimatsu. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Haynes with Owechko and Norimatsu to obtain the invention as specified in claim 35. 

Claim 36 recites identical features as claim 35. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 35 is equally applicable to claim 36. 

Claim 37 recites identical features as claim 35. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 35 is equally applicable to claim 37. 

Claim 38 recites identical features as claim 35. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 35 is equally applicable to claim 38. 

Claim 39 recites identical features as claim 35. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 35 is equally applicable to claim 39. 

Claim 40 recites identical features as claim 35. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 35 is equally applicable to claim 40. 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing 
date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Shefali D. Patel whose telephone number is 571-272-7396. The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F 8:00am - 5:00pm (First Friday Off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Jingge Wu can be reached on (571) 272-7429. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer 
Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR 
CANADA) or 57 1 -272- 1 000. 
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